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Videos have become a consistent part of life and clips are routinely shared on the news 
and across social media platforms. One area that has grown a great deal over the past several 
years is the use of police-worn body cameras (BWCs). When there is an incident between law 
enforcement and an individual, much of the public expects to see a video showing what 
transpired and who is responsible for the outcome. In an effort to collect more evidence and 
create more transparency, police departments across the country have invested in the 
technology of these cameras, from their purchase, upkeep, and storage, to time in officers and 
writing policies governing the footage. This project goes beyond what is written by a 
department or what is said in the news about BWCs and explores individual opinions 
surrounding the technology. The project concludes that while BWCs have brought many 
positives to law enforcement, there are still many questions about their efficacy. There is still a 
gap of trust between law enforcement and the communities they server, a frustration with the 
lack of consistent policies between departments, and a question of who should bare the 
expense of the technology. But overall, there is an optimism about BWCs that they can help 





Following the incidents involving citizens’ deaths during altercations with police in cities 
such as Baltimore, Staten Island, Charleston, and Ferguson, law enforcement agencies across 
the United States have been quick to introduce body-worn cameras (BWCs) for their officers. 
Specifically following the events surrounding the police shooting in Ferguson, Missouri on 
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August 9, 2014 BWC use became a hot topic nationally (Crow, Sndyder, Vaughn & Smykla, 
2017). A main selling point for using the cameras has been that they offer a type of 
transparency and un-biased first-hand evidence that has not existed before. 
 A November 2017 report by the Leadership Conference on Human Rights and the 
nonprofit group Upturn studied 75 police departments throughout the United States that have 
implemented a BWC program (Upturn, 2017). Their report showed that policies governing the 
use of this technology are as diverse as the communities in which they are employed. From city 
to city and police department to police department, there is no consistency in the policies 
governing this technology. Even cities within close proximity to each other can have differences 
in how and when BWC are used and how the footage is regulated. 
The significant increase in the use of mobile phone cameras by the general public and 
the ever-changing landscape of social media have altered the way the public views privacy. As 
technology and privacy rights continue to evolve, it is imperative that law enforcement 
agencies consider privacy rights when implementing a BWC program. (Lippert & Newell, 2016) 
Introductions of new technologies in law enforcement create policy issues that should 
be examined, particularly with BWCs. These devices have serious implications for privacy 
concerns, department policies, and the relationship with a community.  
BWC initiatives have raised privacy issues that other surveillance methods have not. 
With traditional surveillance, cameras are stationary, do not record audio, and generally cover a 
large public area (Lum, Koper, Merola, Scherer & Reioux, 2015). In contrast, BWCs capture up-
close images, can record both audio and video, and can be used when an officer responds to a 
private home or is responding to a sensitive situation (Liebman, 2015). 
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Issues related to storage of and access to footage also must be addressed, including who 
has the ability to view footage, how the footage will be stored and for how long, and in what 
circumstances the recordings can be used. These are concerns for both law enforcement and 
the communities they serve. 
In September 2015, the U.S. Department of Justice established a funding program to 
help police agencies expand their use of BWCs (DOJ, 2017). This and other funding programs 
have accelerated the need to look more closely at these issues. A major gap in the current 
research is the understanding of how individuals, from police officers on the street to the 
average citizen, have reacted to BWCs. 
 The purpose of this project is to investigate the introduction and use of BWCs by the 
police departments in the Raleigh-Durham area and explore how the use of those body 
cameras influenced the relationship between law enforcement and the communities they 
serve. This project explored the use and policies regarding BWCs and whether they have had an 
effect on how police do their jobs and if communities are accepting of the technology. The final 
deliverable is an Adobe Spark page that summarized the main themes discussed by the 
interviewees. I hope to tell the story of how this technology has an effect in real life situations. 
This includes looking at the policies governing how and when they will be used, who has access 
to the recordings, and whether or not the technology has an impact on how law enforcement 






Policy For Footage 
 
A law enforcement department’s policy regarding BWCs must address many facets, 
including an officer’s discretion to record, getting consent to record in certain situations, and 
the storage, retention, and disclosure of footage (Lin, 2016). These concerns should be 
addressed in a clear way when making policy, in order to ensure a of balance privacy concerns 
and transparency, the abidance of state laws, and the costs associated with BWCs. 
There are two ways to approach the issue of data storage. First, a department can 
purchase its own computer server and employ information technology specialists to maintain 
the hardware and software being used in obtaining video/audio footage from BWC (Fan, 2016). 
Second, a department can contract with to a third party to maintain an archive through an 
online cloud system.  
City attorneys and legal experts should be consulted when writing up any policy to 
assure that all local and state laws are observed. The policy should outline the process of 
maintaining a chain of custody, including who has the ability to edit or redact from a recording 
and who is ultimately responsible for maintaining the archive. (Liebman, 2015) 
The amount of time each piece of footage is stored needs to be outlined (DOJ, 2017). 
For example, a recording of a traffic stop resulting in a speeding ticket may only need to be kept 
for 60-90 days, while a recording of a homicide investigation may need to be kept indefinitely. 
This can help eliminate accidental erasing of data while assuring the public that not all 
recordings will exist in perpetuity (Durham Police, 2016).  
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There is no consensus from jurisdiction to jurisdiction when it comes to storage. Non-
evidentiary recordings are described as being “footage that does not aid in prosecution or is of 
an encounter that does not assist in an investigation” (Chavis, 2016 p.998). Some departments 
may erase certain data as quickly as seven days after recording while others may retain the 
data for a full year. The shorter time frames are noted to be in place to ensure more privacy for 
the citizens in the recordings, while the longer time frames are said to increase transparency of 
a department’s actions (Durham Police, 2016). 
Evidentiary footage might include subject matter useful in cases involving the use of 
force by an officer, events leading to the search of private property, or a physical altercation 
with a member of the public. This footage can be broken down into categories such as those 
which encompass driving while impaired, misdemeanor arrests, or felony cases. Each category 
can have a time frame for retention of video evidence as part of a department’s policies 
(General Assembly, 2015). 
Freedom of information and public disclosure laws regulate when recordings can be 
released to the public (Liebman, 2015). As with many technologies, several of these laws were 
written before the invention or implementation of BWCs.  Legislatures are trying to keep up by 
writing new statutes to specifically address BWC use, but there is no consistency from 
department to department, city to city, or state to state (General Assembly, 2015). 
Transparency and accountability on the part of law enforcement may dictate that a 
broad disclosure policy helps fulfill part of the reason for the use of BWCs. But too broad a 
policy might infringe on the privacy of victims or of people in a private home during a response 
by police, particularly those who are not involved in the situation surrounding that call (Lippert 
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& Newell, 2016). Law enforcement departments must have the latitude to determine whether 
public disclosure outweighs any privacy issue (Liebman, 2015). 
Though police departments have policies governing BWC footage, some states have 
enacted legislation superseding local policies to conform to state open records laws. These are 
mostly to protect footage that is part of an open investigation or is considered evidence to be 
used in court proceedings. Some states have laws already in place that cover BWC footage 
under certain circumstances. In North Carolina, the release of personnel records is exempt from 
disclosure laws (General Assembly, 2015). Because of this, video which sole purpose is for an 
internal evaluation of an officer’s performance is also exempt (General Assembly, 2015). 
When And Why To Record 
 
The determination of when an officer should record might be the most critical question 
that needs to be addressed. Is there discretion depending on the situation or should all 
police/community interactions be recorded? Are there certain situations when recording 
should be prohibited? 
One opinion is to have officers record all interactions, regardless of the situation 
(Stanley, 2013). This would go beyond responding to calls or related law enforcement activity 
and include informal discussions such as someone thanking an officer for working along a 
marathon course through a city or interacting with a waiter serving dinner during a meal break. 
Jay Stanley, a Senior Policy Analyst for the ACLU, stated in a 2013 memo that, “purely from an 
accountability perspective, the ideal policy for body-worn cameras would be for continuous 
recording throughout a police officer’s shift.” (Stanley, 2013, p.3) 
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Another view, and the one taken by departments in the Raleigh-Durham area, is to give 
officers discretion of when to record (Durham Police, 2016). This comes from the belief that 
protecting citizens’ privacy rights is important to police-community relations. For example, 
interviews with witnesses or victims may hamper an officer’s ability to collect evidence or 
information if people are afraid of retaliation for cooperating with the police, which can be 
intensified if a recording exists (Crow et al., 2017). 
Another issue that should be part of a policy is when, if ever, it is acceptable to record 
inside a private residence (Chavis, 2016). Many departments believe an officer can record if 
they have the legal right to enter someone’s home. Executing a search warrant, gaining consent 
from the resident, or responding to a service call would fall under this type of policy. The main 
concern about footage gathered during these instances is that it may be subject to open 
records laws (Liebman, 2015). Scott Greenwood, an attorney for the ACLU, said that if an officer 
were to enter a residence with the authority of a warrant, “the warrant is an exception to the 
Fourth Amendment, not a waiver” (Feeney, 2015, p.2). In other words, his organization believes 
that this type of footage should not be open for public disclosure. 
Another use of BWC footage is as a review tool when evaluating an officer’s conduct or 
decision-making process following an altercation in the field. For officers with years of 
experience, the footage can be used for performance reviews and to identify policy areas that 
may need updating (Smykla, Crow, Crichlow & Snyder, 2016). Also, recordings can be used in 
the training process of new officers and an introduction into best practices when interacting 
with residents (Lin, 2016). 
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BWCs give an agency the opportunity to review officers’ actions which previously would 
only have been documented only by a ride-along observer. This should help in raising the 
standard of performance by law enforcement and offer opportunities to learn from mistakes 
and identify areas for improvement (Ariel, Sutherland, Henstock, Young & Sosinski, 2016).  
One specific area of review, especially in areas of shifting demographics, is to review 
how officers interact with different races and cultures. With unbiased documentation of police 
and community members interactions, officials can identify potential problems with not only an 
officer’s behavior, but also a need to update a department’s policy (Ariel, Farrar, Sutherland & 
Criminol, 2015). This type of review might help improve police-community relations with more 
transparency. It can also aid in disciplining or exonerating an officer following a citizen 
complaint (Crow et al., 2017). 
Investigations and evidence documentation can be helped with BWC recordings. This 
supplemental material can help in court proceedings and prosecutions by offering up 
additional, unbiased evidence (Lum et. al, 2015). It will also give viewers a real-time playback of 
what an officer is facing when making split-second decisions. Whether it helps the prosecution 
or the defense, it is more information that can be used to resolve a case (DOJ, 2017). Footage 
can also confirm whether a suspect was properly Mirandized or not. 
Interrogations, witness statements, and arrests can be recorded for later review. This 
will help protect both law enforcement and citizens’ rights, especially following an altercation. 
Sometimes eyewitnesses’ storied change between the first time they speak with police and a 
later time, perhaps during testimony in court, when they are again asked about what they saw 
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(Merola, Lum, Koper & Scherer, 2016). BWC footage helps alleviate any misremembering of 
what was said or not said.  
Implementation Of Cameras 
Trust between two parties is the basis for a successful relationship. A community must 
have faith in the law enforcement protecting them and the police must believe that the 
community will help them address criminal issues (Crow et al., 2017). As with any relationship, 
issues arise when something new is introduced that impacts both parties.  
When it comes to the introduction and use of BWCs by a police department, there are 
three topics that have been addressed to varying degrees. Prior to implementation, 
departments have reached out to the communities in which BWCs were to be deployed and 
gained feedback from citizens. This gave the policy writers an opportunity to view potential 
procedures from the perspective of non-law enforcement individuals (Chavis, 2016).  
Just as with citizens, the officers wearing the cameras have also had a chance to make 
comments prior to beginning the use of BWCs (Barak, 2016). It has been shown that a clear 
understanding of the use the technology, the reasons why BWCs are being worn, and how the 
footage will be used has increased the acceptance of the cameras by officers (Maskaly, Donnor, 
Jennings, Ariel & Sutherland, 2017). Such engagement should also provide officers guidance on 
how to explain BWCs to the public. 
Conversations involving the police and the community have helped to set a level of 
expectations of BWC use and to make clear the policies surrounding recordings (Dhillon, 2017). 
With 90 percent of adults carrying cellular phones equipped with cameras, some people may 
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not be able to differentiate the purposes of footage a citizen can record from what a police 
officer may record (Lin, 2016). 
Efforts by law enforcement departments made in the early stages of introducing BWCs 
into the community have led to more citizen acceptance of the technology (Maskaly et al., 
2017).  Public meetings and the use of social media have also been used to begin conversations 
about BWCs. Offering the public an opportunity to comment on a BWC program prior to and 
during the early stages of using the cameras demonstrates a level of transparency about a 
program (Lippert & Newell, 2016).  
Though there are many intricacies surrounding the use of BWCs, discussing the 
protection of citizens’ rights and accountability of a department are main points that have 
helped alleviate anxiety of the technology’s introduction (Fan, 2016). Indications show that the 
public is much more accepting of the use of BWCs when departments are clear about the rules 
and practices of their use (Culhane, Boman & Schweitzer, 2016; Sousa et al., 2016). 
Departments that have been proactive by posting their policies for BWC use on their website in 
multiple languages and clearly explaining the reasons for their use in the community have had a 
more positive response (Sousa, Coldren, Rodriquez & Braga, 2016). The public has added to the 
discussion of BWC policy making by speaking in open forums, such as city council meetings, 
prior to their adoption (Barak, 2016). 
Departments have also demonstrated the transparency surrounding recordings by 
making examples available online for public review. By posting footage of a typical traffic stop 
or an officer making an arrest, the public has been able to be more informed of what recordings 
look like and what they do and do not capture (Chavis, 2016). Just as with footage from 
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dashboard cameras, often used on television, the more recordings are viewed, the more their 
capabilities are understood (Dhillon, 2017). 
Though some people want everything recorded, others feel their privacy is being 
invaded (Lin, 2016). North Carolina agencies are instructed to clearly explain that officers may 
have discretion of when to record and in what situations recordings are prohibited (General 
Assembly, 2015). A community may better be able to understand that a victim or witness might 
be more truthful if a BWC is turned off if policies are clearly presented. 
 A main concern for city and police executives is that the use of BWCs can potentially 
destroy trust between high-ranking officers and the officers on the streets (Barak, 2016). Some 
officers may see the use of cameras as an attack on their credibility and how they conduct 
themselves (Crow et al., 2017). Others may fear that footage, even within a department, might 
be used to scrutinize their every action. These concerns have the potential of affecting job 
performance if an officer becomes overly concerned with what they do and say instead of 
focusing on doing their job to the best of their ability (Palmer, 2016).  
 Since BWC footage can be used to review an officer’s job performance, agencies need to 
be specific with what that means (General Assembly, 2015). For example, recordings may be 
reviewed following a complaint from a citizen from a specific incident. Or, if an officer followed 
procedure, a recording can be used for training purposes. Footage may also be used to do a 
system check on the technology while not specifically critiquing an officer’s performance 
(Durham Police, 2016). 
 Much like allowing the public to have input into the use and implementation of BWCs, 
internal reviews of those reviewing the footage has shown to increase trust within police 
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departments (Barak, 2016). Also, successful implementation has been seen when each level, 
unit, and department, within an agency has been part of the policy-writing phase of a program 
(Barak, 2016). Since each group brings different views, unique real-world perspectives, and 
varying expectations, allowing each to comment on how and why BWCs are being used is 
helpful in legitimizing their use (Lin, 2016). 
 Framing the use of BWCs as a training device, not a means of discipline, also garners 
buy-in from the police officers wearing the cameras. Footage can be used to show the proper 
way to engage in various situations with the community (Smykla et al., 2016). Departments 
have used footage to highlight correct procedures internally, as well a way to commend an 
officer who has acted appropriately (DOJ, 2017). 
 Departments have embraced the technology when they can see the benefits for both 
law enforcement and the community. Beginning with a small number of cameras, the transition 
to a full roll-out can help those wearing the cameras embrace them (Fan, 2016). Also, once 
footage is shown to clear an officer of wrong-doing or to help prosecute a case, more officers 
are likely to want a BWC (Sousa et al., 2016). 
Summary 
The use of BWCs will most likely increase over time as will expectations surrounding the 
recordings made by law enforcement. After a police-involved shooting for example, a 
community’s first demand may be to see footage of the incident. And just as people have come 
to expect DNA evidence to be a part of a prosecution’s case, juries may now assume there will 
be video evidence as well.  
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The research on the use and policies in regard to this technology is limited and mostly 
centers on topics such as differences in storage of footage in law enforcement departments 
across the United States. What is missing in the current research is an exploration of how a 
single community has handled the introduction of this technology. Little research has been 
published that examines how the different facets of BWCs may actually affect the relationship 
between a law enforcement agency and the community they serve.  
The goal of this project is to explore people’s experiences and perceptions surrounding 
the use of BWCs. For example, from a law enforcement perspective, how have citizens 
responded to the introduction of this technology? Or from a citizen’s perspective, has there 
been a shift in feelings toward the police? 
Procedures 
To obtain an in-depth understanding of the single issue of how people feel about BWCs, 
individuals were interviewed one-on-one. Gaining this insight has shown, how in real-life 
context, BWCs have had on the relationship between police and residents in the Raleigh-
Durham area. 
According to Robert Stake, an exploration of a single issue can show a lot about one 
particular subject. Readers can gain a different or new perspective through others’ views and 
experiences (Stake, 2005). The interview method was chosen to better understand the 
emotions, personal experiences and deeply held views of the interviewees (Brennan, 2013). 
However, there were many drawbacks in using this approach. 
While trying to interview both administrative representatives and officers from police 
departments, there was always the possibility this group would rely on official talking points. 
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Also, citizens and activist groups might have relied on a political agenda, which was the purpose 
of having a set list of questions to guide the interviews. My hope was that during the 
interviews, I was able to the interviewee at ease and allow them to share their honest, personal 
opinions. 
The following is the original list of individuals and groups I reached out to and requested 
an opportunity to meet with and interview them. 
Proposed Interview List 
• Stormy Ellis, Assistant District Attorney in Alamance County, NC.  
• Representative from The Durham Police Public Relations Office. 
• Allen Mason, criminal defense attorney in Durham 
• Daniel Edwards, a Durham resident and former City of Durham police officer 
• William Saenz, Communications Coordinator, El Pueblo and Sarelli Rossi, Director of 
Operations, El Futuro-NC.  
• Nia Wilson, a representative of Black Lives Matter Durham/Durham Solidarity Center.  
• Sarah Willets, IndyWeek reporter.  
Actual Interviewed List 
• Stormy Ellis, currently an Assistant District Attorney in the Alamance County (N.C.) 
   District Attorney’s Office and is a former military, federal, and local police officer. 
• Chris Brown, a seven-year resident in the Raleigh-Durham area. 
• Charles Anderson, a former District Court Judge who presided over Hillsborough, Chapel 
Hill, Pittsboro and Siler City from 1996-2016.  
• Mathieu Torres, a resident in the Raleigh-Durham area for eight years and a former 
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military police officer for the U.S. Marine Corps. 
• Dana Reynolds, a resident of Durham for approximately two and half years. 
• Michelle Guarino, a licensed clinical social worker and senior lecturer for the North 
Carolina State University Department of Social Work. For 21 years has served as a social 
worker within a law enforcement setting. 
With the difficulties in getting a response from some of the individuals and organizations 
from the original list, especially from the original subject area of Durham, my geographical 
footprint was expanded to include the greater Raleigh-Durham area. Paperwork was submitted 
to the police departments of Raleigh, Cary, Chapel Hill, Carrboro, and UNC, but did not get any 
responses.   
Limitations 
The major limitation I encountered was the ability to find people willing to sit and 
discuss the topic of BWCs. A few of the people I originally reached out to explained they did not 
feel they could not speak on the topic due to their lack of expertise. Others expressed that my 
gender and race, a caucasian male in his 40’s, made them uncomfortable talking on camera 
about anything having to do with law enforcement. From the original list of individuals, there 
were two that did agree to speak with me, but we were never able to find a time to schedule a 
meeting.  
After six months of effort, the project expanded from being Durham-centric to include 
the greater Raleigh-Durham area. This allowed me to find individuals from various backgrounds 
and experiences willing to be interviewed on camera. The intention was to get opinions from 
different perspectives that would cover a variety of careers, races, genders, and socio-economic 
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standings. I was unable to get to speak with a current police officer nor a department leaving a 
gap in opinion from the perspective of someone who wears a BWC. There is also a gap in 
representation of race, age, and socio-economic standing. A continuation of this or future 
projects should look to fill these gaps in opinion as to provide a more complete picture of how 
this technology is affecting society as a whole as well as specific groups, especially minorities. 
Discussion 
This project was able to look into the broad ideas that may be a part of a community’s 
collective psyche when discussing the specific topic of BWCs and video evidence. This was not 
intended to be a scientific study, but rather how personal experiences and opinions can have an 
influence on the use of a technology whch can affect an entire community.  
The interviewees intimated that the use of BWC, as a blanket idea, was a positive 
introduction into law enforcement. They all felt that having more information available to 
understand a situation does not harm and could be extremely helpful in adjudicating a legal 
case. All agreed that video has become ubiquitous in our society and when there is a lack of it, 
that has become peculiar. This is, in part, due to the ever present and expanding world of social 
media and how information is disseminated. 
The fact that there are no set policies across police departments using BWCs gave pause 
and raised the question of why there is not. This was mainly present when it came to the 
discretion of officers to turn the cameras they are wearing on or off and why some video is 
released to the public and some is not. While there are many factors that go into answering 
these questions, it still leaves a lack of understanding between police and citizens. This is 
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important because the technology does not completely close the gap of trust between law 
enforcement and the people they serve. 
As a whole, this project shows there are similar issues and concerns despite the 
interviewees coming from different careers and having different experiences with law 
enforcement. All implied that there is a desire to hold police officers accountable for their 
actions, the ability to use video to help obtain the correct outcome in a legal case, and the 
hopefulness to have a balance between privacy and transparency.  
Deliverables 
The final project is a compilation of video interviews I did with individuals to gather 
individual opinions on BWCs. It allows the viewer to gain a sense of the thoughts and feelings 
people have, whether they work with or are simply aware these cameras are in use. I built an 
Adobe Spark page in an editorial format following a loose timeline from approximately when 
video began being used by law enforcement through the current use of BWCs.  
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Interview Release Form 
 
Project: Police Body Worn Cameras:  
The Durham Police Department and their influence on relations with the community 
Date: 
 
Video Clip Number: 
 






Date of Birth: 
 
By signing below, you give permission for any audio, video, and still photographs made during 
this project to be used by the researcher for educational purposes including publications on and 
offline, exhibitions, and presentations. 



















Interview Prompt Guide 
 
Law Enforcement  
 
Q1: What is your general opinion of police body-worn cameras? 
 
Q2: What do you believe is the purpose of body-worn cameras? 
 
Q3: How do you characterize the current relationship between law enforcement and the 
Durham community? 
Q4: Do you feel that the relationship between law enforcement and the community has 
changed since the introduction of body-worn cameras? Can you provide some general 
examples of how you think it has changed? Can you talk about any specific examples of how it 
has changed? 
Q5: In your opinion, are there any positives of using body-worn cameras? Are there any 
negatives? 
Q6: Has the implementation of body-worn cameras changed how you approach your job? Can 
you provide an example of how it has changed how you approach your job?  
Q7: Have your interactions with citizens changed at all? Can you share an example of how your 
interactions with citizens have changed? 
Q8: Overall, do you think the investment by Durham into body-worn cameras has been worth 
it? If there are positives and negatives, which one outweighs the other and why? 
Community 
 
Q1: What is your general opinion of police body-worn cameras? Do you think they help or harm 
the community? Why? Are there benefits to using them? If so, what are those? 
 25 
Q2: What do you believe is the purpose of body-worn cameras? 
Q3: How do you characterize the current relationship between law enforcement and the 
Durham community? 
Q4: Do you feel that the relationship between law enforcement and the community has 
changed since the introduction of body-worn cameras? Can you provide some general 
examples of how you think it has changed? Can you talk about any specific examples of how it 
has changed? 
Q5: Have you or someone you know been recorded? If so, in what context was the recording 
made? How did you/they feel about being recorded? 
Q6: Do you know the Durham Police Department’s policy on releasing footage? In general, how 
do you feel about police departments releasing body-worn camera footage? 
Q7: Can you share any positive or negative feelings you have concerning the use of body-worn 
cameras in your community?  
Q8: Overall, do you think the investment by Durham into body-worn cameras has been worth 
it? If there are positives and negatives, which one outweighs the other and why? 
 
 
